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ARGUMENT 
I. APPELLANT HAS PROVIDED THE RECORD ON APPEAL AS REQUIRED BY 
THE RULES OF THE COURT. 
The appellant ordered the record on appeal from the Court Reporter as required by 
the rules of this Court. The appellees claimed that the record was not properly before the 
court because there was a hearing on November 29,1993, where evidence was taken and 
a reporters transcript of that hearing had not been prepared. Appellant's attorneys 
contacted the Court Reporter and the Court Reporter determined that evidence was taken 
on that day and provided a recorders transcript for said date. The original of said 
transcript has been filed with the Court. The transcript is six (6) pages long and neither 
appellant nor appellee referred to evidence taken on that day in any of the briefs. 
II. THE APPELLANT HAS ADEQUATELY MARSHALED THE EVIDENCE. 
The defendants broad argument, that plaintiff has failed to marshall the evidence 
in favor of the Courts finding, is incorrect. A full review of appellants brief plainly reveals 
that appellant, on each of the key factual issues of contention, has more than adequately 
cited to the record, and marshaled all of the evidence supporting the trial courts findings. 
The appellant then demonstrated why the evidence does not support the courts decision. 
l 
CONCLUSION 
Appellees argument that appellant has not marshaled the evidence and has not 
provided the complete record on appeal is baseless. 
DATED this 12th day of July, 1995. 
Respectfully submitted, 
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